
Our analysis and conclusions regarding the requested variations 
can be found in table 3.4.3-3 of the EIS.  Based on our analysis, 
we are recommending a reroute on this parcel. .

INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust

Individuals Comments

IND84-1

Appendix T
T-692



The commentor’s information regarding the adjacent parcels and 
existing wetlands and streams is noted and has been considered 
in our analysis.

INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

IND84-2

The commentor’s statements regarding the impacts on his parcel 
and the proximity to his neighbors are noted.

IND84-3

T-693
Appendix T



Based on our review of publicly available data for county drains, 
appendix I has been updated to remove mention of the county 
drain.

INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

IND84-4

The commentor’s statement regarding surveys is noted.  We have 
updated appendix I with our updated analysis of a reroute 
through the commentor’s parcel. 

IND84-5

The commentor’s statements regarding intervenor status and 
flexibility are noted. 

IND84-6

Appendix T
T-694



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-695
Appendix T



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
T-696



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-697
Appendix T



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
T-698



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-699
Appendix T



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
T-700



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-701
Appendix T



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
T-702



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-703
Appendix T



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
T-704



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-705
Appendix T



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
T-706



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-707
Appendix T



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
T-708



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-709
Appendix T



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
T-710



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-711
Appendix T



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
T-712



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-713
Appendix T



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
T-714



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-715
Appendix T



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
T-716



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-717
Appendix T



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
T-718



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-719
Appendix T



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
T-720



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-721
Appendix T



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
T-722



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-723
Appendix T



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
T-724



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-725
Appendix T



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
T-726



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-727
Appendix T



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
T-728



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-729
Appendix T



INDIVIDUALS
IND84 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
T-730



Our analysis and conclusions regarding the reroute requested by 
the commentors can be found in table 3.4.3-3 in the EIS.  Based 
on our analysis, we determined that the proposed route is 
acceptable and we are not recommending a reroute through this 
parcel.  See the response to comment LA3-1 regarding pipeline 
safety.

INDIVIDUALS
IND85 – Larry, Ann, Lexi, and Jayden Helmick

Individuals Comments

IND85-1

We assessed each variation request that we received prior to the 
draft EIS.  Based on our analysis, if a viable reroute appeared 
feasible, we recommended that Rover reassess the requested 
reroute.  The commentors’ statement regarding the proposed 
route’s proximity to several residences is noted.  See the response 
to comment IND85-1 regarding our assessment of the requested 
reroute.

IND85-2

The commentors’ statement regarding the proposed route’s 
proximity to their residences is noted.  Rover would be required 
follow the measures outlined in its Plans and Procedures (which 
include specialized construction and restoration techniques for 
resources such as waterbodies and springs) to minimize impacts 
due to construction of the Project. 

IND85-3

T-731
Appendix T



INDIVIDUALS
IND85 – Larry, Ann, Lexi, and Jayden Helmick (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
T-732



INDIVIDUALS
IND85 – Larry, Ann, Lexi, and Jayden Helmick (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-733
Appendix T



INDIVIDUALS
IND85 – Larry, Ann, Lexi, and Jayden Helmick (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Structures would only be prohibited within the permanent right-
of-way.  Therefore, while the pipeline is located along parcel 
WV-TY-SHC-081.000, there appears to be available area to 
place structures outside of the permanent right-of-way.  Rover’s 
assessment of the commentors’ proposed reroute alternative is 
noted.  The commentors’ requested reroute is noted.  See the 
response to comment IND85-1. 

IND85-4

Appendix T
T-734



INDIVIDUALS
IND85 – Larry, Ann, Lexi, and Jayden Helmick (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-735
Appendix T



INDIVIDUALS
IND85 – Larry, Ann, Lexi, and Jayden Helmick (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
T-736



INDIVIDUALS
IND85 – Larry, Ann, Lexi, and Jayden Helmick (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-737
Appendix T



INDIVIDUALS
IND85 – Larry, Ann, Lexi, and Jayden Helmick (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
T-738



INDIVIDUALS
IND85 – Larry, Ann, Lexi, and Jayden Helmick (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-739
Appendix T



INDIVIDUALS
IND85 – Larry, Ann, Lexi, and Jayden Helmick (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
T-740



INDIVIDUALS
IND85 – Larry, Ann, Lexi, and Jayden Helmick (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-741
Appendix T



The commentors’ concerns regarding the safety of the pipeline 
are noted.  See the response to comment LA3-1 regarding 
pipeline safety.  The FERC reviews all requested reroute changes 
to assess both environmental impacts, impacts on landowners, 
and engineering issues.  Our assessment of the commentors’ 
reroute request is provided in table 3.4.3-3 of the EIS. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND85 – Larry, Ann, Lexi, and Jayden Helmick (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

IND85-5

Appendix T
T-742



See the response to comment CO3-6 regarding the need for the 
Project. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND86 – Frank Zaski

Individuals Comments

IND86-1

See the response to comment CO3-3 regarding the financial 
stability of the applicants and associated shippers.  Copies of 
precedent agreements with the shippers have been provided to 
FERC as part of Rover’s application. 

IND86-2

Section 1.1 of the EIS discusses the applicants’ stated purpose for 
the Projects. 

IND86-3

See the response to comment CO3-6 regarding need.  See the 
response to comment IND51-4 regarding export to Canada.

IND86-4

T-743
Appendix T



See the response to comment CO3-6 regarding need. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND86 – Frank Zaski (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

IND86-5

Appendix T
T-744



See the response to comment CO3-6 regarding need. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND87 – Ronald Kardos and Marjorie Brigham-Kardos

Individuals Comments

IND87-1

Discussion of impacts on the environment and the applicants’ 
proposed mitigation measures are contained throughout the EIS.

IND87-2

T-745
Appendix T



See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding easement 
agreements and eminent domain. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND88 – Robert C. Masters

Individuals Comments

IND88-1

Our analysis and conclusions regarding the reroute requested by 
the commentor can be found in table 3.4.3-3 in the EIS.  Based 
on our analysis, we determined that the proposed route is 
acceptable and we are not recommending a reroute through this 
parcel.

IND88-2

See the response to comment CO9-2 regarding drain tiles.  
Sections 4.3.1.5 and 4.3.1.7 of the EIS discuss mitigation 
measures for impacts on water wells and springs.  See the 
response to comment CO9-1 regarding crop productivity.  See 
the response to comment LA3-1 regarding safety.  See the 
response to comment CO11-1 regarding easement agreements.  
The commentor’s statement to deny the Projects is noted. 

IND88-3

Appendix T
T-746



The commentor’s statements regarding the Panhandle 
Collocation Alternative are noted.  As listed in table 3.3-1 of the 
EIS, the Panhandle Collocation Alternative would impact 143.4 
acres more compared to the proposed route, while the permanent 
right-of-way would impact an additional 65.3 acres.  
Additionally, table 3.3-1 provides a detailed comparison of land 
uses for each route. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND89 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust

Individuals Comments

IND89-1

As listed in table 3.3-1 of the EIS, the total length of the 
Panhandle Collocation Alternative would be 111.1 miles while 
the proposed route would be 100.0 miles.  Therefore, the entire 
Panhandle Collocation Alternative would be 11.1 miles longer 
than the proposed route .  

IND89-2

As listed in table 3.3-1 of the EIS, the proposed route would 
cross 1.4 miles of the Pinckney Recreation Area, and the 
Panhandle Collocation Alternative would impact 1.5 miles of the 
Brighton State Recreation Area.  As discussed in section 3.3 of 
the EIS, both recreation areas offer similar recreation 
opportunities, such as camping, hiking, fishing, and cross-country 
skiing.   

IND89-3

Rover has stated that the proposed route crosses about 1,482 
tracts.  However, tract/parcel information for the Panhandle 
Route was limited and did not provide an accurate measure of 
tracts crossed.  Therefore a meaningful comparison of tracts 
could not be completed.

IND89-4

While the overburden to landowners was a contributing factor in 
our analysis of the Panhandle Collocation Alternative, it was not 
the only factor driving our conclusion.  An analysis of each 
individual parcel where adoption of the alternative would result 
in an overburden is not warranted. 

IND89-5

T-747
Appendix T



The commentor’s statements regarding the Projects is noted. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND90 – Sherry Miller, Carl Miller, Carter Miller, and Carson Miller

Individuals Comments

IND90-1

The commentor’s concerns regarding the safety of the pipeline 
are noted.  See the response to comment LA3-1 regarding safety.

IND90-2

Appendix T
T-748



The commentor’s statements regarding the burden of multiple 
pipelines is noted.  See the response to comment LA3-1 
regarding safety

INDIVIDUALS
IND91 – Michael Aberegg

Individuals Comments

IND91-1

The commentor’s statement requesting the route be moved off of 
her parcel is noted.  Our analysis and conclusions regarding the 
reroute requested by the commentor can be found in table 3.4.3-3 
of the EIS. Based on our analysis, we are recommending a 
reroute on this parcel. 

IND91-2

The commentor’s statements regarding compensation are noted.  
See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding easement 
negotiations.

IND91-3

T-749
Appendix T



The commentors’ statements regarding communications with 
Rover are noted.  Our analysis and conclusions regarding the 
reroute requested by the commentor can be found in table 3.4.3-3 
of the EIS. Based on our analysis, we determined that the 
proposed route is acceptable and we are not recommending a 
reroute through this parcel.

INDIVIDUALS
IND92 – Sallie and Sue Schiel

Individuals Comments

IND92-1

See the responses to comments LA3-1 and IND22-5.  The DOT’s 
reporting regulations and incident report formats have changed 
several times since it began collecting data in 1970. However, 
incident statistics show that the number of significant incidents 
per mile of transmission pipeline has remained consistent over 
the past decade, at about 0.00024 incidents per mile.  Also, 
section 4.12.4 of the EIS addresses terrorism. 

IND92-2

The commentors’ statement regarding the need to upgrade older 
existing pipelines is noted. 

IND92-3

See the response to comment CO3-6 regarding need. IND92-4

See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding eminent domain.  
The commentors’ statements regarding Rover’s willingness to 
work with landowners is noted. 

IND92-5

Appendix T
T-750



As discussed in section 4.8.5.3 of the EIS, the crossing of the 
Pinckney Recreation Area would parallel an existing right-of-
way to limit the amount of new clearing required for the crossing.  
See the response to comment FA4-38 regarding tree clearing. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND93 – Karl Klement

Individuals Comments

IND93-1

See response to comment FA4-62 regarding cumulative impacts 
of natural gas production.  Sections 4.11.1 (air quality), 4.11.2 
(noise), and 4.3 (water resources) of the EIS provide an analysis 
of potential impacts from the Projects and proposed mitigation 
for air quality, noise, and water resources. 

IND93-2

The commentor’s statement regarding the temporary nature of 
most Project-related jobs is noted.  See also the response to 
comment IND54-8 regarding additional benefits to local 
communities. 

IND93-3

See the response to comment CO3-6 regarding need. IND93-4

The Pipelines and Informed Planning Alliance (PIPA) recognizes 
in its November 2010 Report and Frequently Asked Questions 
that gas transmission pipelines are required to adhere to more 
stringent design, operation, and maintenance requirements in 
populated areas.  PIPA also consistently explains that fixed-
distance setbacks don’t take into account the risks involved with 
a specific pipeline and the physical environment in which the 
pipeline operates.  Each transmission pipeline presents unique 
pipeline characteristics (diameter, pressure, design requirements) 
and crosses different population densities.  In PIPA’s November 
2010 report, it “recommends that implementing a risk-informed 
approach to land use planning and development and establishing 
good communication with the transmission pipeline operator is 
more appropriate than establishing a fixed-distance setback to be 
applied in all situations.”  The PIPA report includes 
recommended consultation and planning areas to improve 
communication and development near pipelines, but does not 
specify recommended setback distances.  Further, the 1,000 foot 
distance cited by the commentor appears to be in reference to 
consultation and planning areas for hazardous liquid pipelines, 
not natural gas transmission pipelines, and therefore does not 
apply.  See also the response to comment IND59-1 regarding 
setback distances.  See the response to comment CO14-5 
regarding insurance.  See the response to comment IND46-3 
regarding responsibility for damages. 

IND93-5

T-751
Appendix T



See the response to comment IND67-19.  Section 4.11.2.3 of the 
EIS demonstrates that the compressor stations would contribute 
noise levels well below our 55 dBA Ldn criteria at the NSAs 
(which is based on the EPA studies as a noise level to prevent 
indoor or outdoor activity interference).  In most cases, the 
compressor stations would contribute noise significantly below 
the background noise levels and would be undetectable at the 
nearest NSAs. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND93 – Karl Klement (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

IND93-6

Appendix T
T-752



See the response to comment IND84-1 regarding lost use of the 
parcel.

INDIVIDUALS
IND94 – Daniel and Carrie Dick

Individuals Comments

IND94-1

See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding eminent domain.  
The commentors’ statement regarding the presence of eight 
pipelines on their property is noted. 

IND94-2

See the response to comment IND93-3 regarding jobs and 
benefits to the community.

IND94-3

T-753
Appendix T



The commentor’s statement regarding the inability to construct a 
road to the parcel due to the pipeline is noted.

INDIVIDUALS
IND95 – Terry Lahr

Individuals Comments

IND95-1

Appendix T
T-754



INDIVIDUALS
IND95 – Terry Lahr (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-755
Appendix T



INDIVIDUALS
IND95 – Terry Lahr (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
T-756



INDIVIDUALS
IND95 – Terry Lahr (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-757
Appendix T



The commentor’s statement regarding Rover’s failure to contact 
him is noted. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND96 – Rocco Zagari

Individuals Comments

IND96-1

Appendix T
T-758



See the response to comment CO16-4 regarding water wells 
within 150 feet of the Project. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND97 – R. Zagari, Jr.

Individuals Comments

IND97-1

T-759
Appendix T



The attached letter from Rover is noted. See response to 
comment IND6-2 regarding Rover’s letter.  See the response to 
comment CO11-1 for a discussion of landowner negotiations and 
eminent domain

INDIVIDUALS
IND98 – Dave Blough

Individuals Comments

IND98-1

Appendix T
T-760



INDIVIDUALS
IND98 – Dave Blough (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-761
Appendix T



INDIVIDUALS
IND98 – Dave Blough (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
T-762



See the response to comment CO16-4 regarding water wells 
within 150 feet of the Project. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND99 – Michael P. Croghan

Individuals Comments

IND99-1

As stated in section 4.8, structures within the permanent right-of-
way would be prohibited.  However, structures would be allowed 
within the restored construction right-of-way.  The pipeline route 
would cross two parcels owned by the commentor.  The length of 
the pipeline through those parcels would be about 350 feet each, 
resulting in a total of about 0.8 acre of land within the permanent 
right-of-way.  There would be sufficient land remaining within 
the parcels that would be outside of the permanent right-of-way 
and could be developed. 

IND99-2

T-763
Appendix T



The commentor’s statements regarding the Rover Project are 
noted.  Section 4.8.5 discusses impacts on recreation and special 
use areas in the Project area.  Potential impacts and mitigation to 
various resources are discussed throughout section 4.0 of the EIS. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND100 – Greg Gurta

Individuals Comments

IND100-1

Appendix T
T-764



See the response to comment IND54-8 regarding benefits of the 
Projects.  See the response to comment IND48-6 regarding 
export. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND101 – Edgar D. Heller, Jr.

Individuals Comments

IND101-1

The commentor’s statements regarding payment based on amount 
of gas transported is noted.  See the response to section CO11-1 
regarding easement negotiations. 

IND101-2

See the response to comment FA4-38 regarding loss of forest.  
See the response to comment FA4-12 regarding erosion.  Impacts 
on water resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS. 

IND101-3

The commentor’s request to route the pipeline through property 
that is amenable to the Project is noted. 

IND101-4

The commentor’s statement regarding the Rover Project is noted.IND101-5

T-765
Appendix T



The commentor’s statement regarding compensation for an 
easement is noted.  See the response to section CO11-1 regarding 
easement negotiations.

INDIVIDUALS
IND101 – Edgar D. Heller, Jr. (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

IND101-6

Appendix T
T-766



See the response to comment CO16-4 regarding water wells 
within 150 feet of the Project. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND102 – Rosemary Caruso

Individuals Comments

IND102-1

Section 4.8.5 of the EIS discusses impacts on recreation and 
special use areas in the Project area.

IND102-2

T-767
Appendix T



The commentor’s statements regarding jobs are noted. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND102 – Rosemary Caruso (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

IND102-3

See the response to comment CO3-6 regarding project purpose 
and need.  See the response to comment LA3-1 regarding safety. 

IND102-4

The commentor’s opposition to the Rover Project is noted.IND102-5

Appendix T
T-768



INDIVIDUALS
IND103 – Terry Richards

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding eminent domain.IND103-1

T-769
Appendix T



INDIVIDUALS
IND103 – Terry Richards (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment FA4-38 regarding loss of forest.  
See the response to comment CO19-4 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing.  See the response to comment IND48-6 regarding 
export.

IND103-2

The commentor’s statements in opposition to the Projects is 
noted. 

IND103-3

Appendix T
T-770



INDIVIDUALS
IND104 – Jean and Harold Hornish

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment IND66-5 regarding a reroute 
through the commentors’ parcel.

IND104-1

T-771
Appendix T



INDIVIDUALS
IND104 – Jean and Harold Hornish (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

See the responses to comments IND66-2 through IND66-5 
regarding reroutes along the parcels referenced by the 
commentors.

IND104-2

Appendix T
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INDIVIDUALS
IND104 – Jean and Harold Hornish (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-773
Appendix T



INDIVIDUALS
IND105 – Michael and Denise Otte

Individuals Comments

Our analysis and conclusions regarding the requested reroute are 
provided in table 3.4.3-3. Based on our analysis, we determined 
that the proposed route is acceptable and we are not 
recommending a reroute through this parcel.

IND105-1

Appendix T
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INDIVIDUALS
IND105 – Michael and Denise Otte (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-775
Appendix T



INDIVIDUALS
IND106 – Gary and Kathy Stewart

Individuals Comments

The commentors’ description of and statements regarding their 
parcels are noted.

IND106-1

See the responses to comments CO20-14 and LA2-8 regarding 
impacts on soils.  See the response to comment CO9-1 regarding 
impacts on crops. 

IND106-2

The commentors’ statements regarding Rover are noted.  The 
portion of the commentors’ driveway directly off of Diamond 
Road would be within the construction workspace.  As discussed 
in sections 4.8.3 and 4.9.4, Rover has developed a Residential 
Access and Traffic Mitigation Plan, which includes measures to 
minimize impacts to residents in areas of construction.  
Additionally, Rover has stated that in areas where a driveway is 
within construction workspace, it would maintain access to the 
residence through the construction of temporary driveways.  See 
the response to comment CO11-1 regarding eminent domain.

IND106-3

As discussed in sections 4.11.1.3 and 4.11.2.2 of the EIS, 
construction could result in temporary increases in dust and noise 
primarily during daytime hours.  Rover developed a Fugitive 
Dust Control Plan in response to FERC staff’s recommendation 
in the draft EIS.  This plan outlines mitigation measures to reduce 
fugitive dust from construction activities.  However, we 
determined that the plan requires more specific details for its 
implementation.  Therefore, in section 4.11.1.3 of the final EIS 
we recommend that Rover revise this plan, for our review and 
written approval to clearly describe how Rover would minimize 
certain impacts from dust to the extent practicable. 

IND106-4

See the response to comment CO11-1 regarding easement 
negotiations. 

IND106-5

Appendix T
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INDIVIDUALS
IND107 – Barbara S. Dewey, J.D. Stillwater, and Ann Stillwater

Individuals Comments

The commentors’ description of their parcel is noted.  See the 
response to comment CO19-39 regarding structures within the 
permanent right-of-way.

IND107-1

Rover’s reroute would impact fewer acres of the wetland than its 
originally proposed route.  Rover would be required to follow its 
Procedures for construction through wetlands, including 
appropriate mitigation and restoration measures.  Section 4.4 of 
the EIS discusses impacts on wetlands. 

IND107-2

Our analysis and conclusions regarding the requested reroute are 
provided in table 3.4.3-3 of the EIS.  Based on our analysis, we 
determined that the proposed route is acceptable and we are not 
recommending a reroute through this parcel.  See the response to 
comment IND46-3 regarding liability in the event of a pipeline 
incident. 

IND107-3

Compensation for loss of crops, including trees, would be 
negotiated as part of the easement agreement. 

IND107-4

Rover would test all wells and springs within 150 feet of 
construction workspace both before and after construction to test 
for yield and turbidity.  If testing reveals an impact on the well or 
spring, Rover would compensate for a new well or provide an 
alternate water source. 

IND107-5

T-777
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INDIVIDUALS
IND107 – Barbara S. Dewey, J.D. Stillwater, and Ann Stillwater (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Rover is still coordinating with the FWS regarding impacts on 
federally listed species, including the Indiana Bat.  In section 
4.7.2 of the EIS, we are recommending that Rover not begin 
construction until all surveys are complete, it has developed 
appropriate conservation plans and mitigation for approval by the 
FWS, and the FERC has completed any necessary ESA Section 7 
consultation.

IND107-6

Our analysis and conclusions regarding the requested reroute are 
provided in table 3.4.3-3 of the EIS. 

IND107-7

Appendix T
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INDIVIDUALS
IND107 – Barbara S. Dewey, J.D. Stillwater, and Ann Stillwater (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-779
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INDIVIDUALS
IND107 – Barbara S. Dewey, J.D. Stillwater, and Ann Stillwater (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
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INDIVIDUALS
IND107 – Barbara S. Dewey, J.D. Stillwater, and Ann Stillwater (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-781
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INDIVIDUALS
IND108 – Aimee LeMay

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s objection to the Project is noted.IND108-1

Appendix T
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INDIVIDUALS
IND109 – Dawson G. Alsdorf

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment FA4-5 regarding soil compaction.  
See the response to comment CO9-1 regarding crop loss. 

IND109-1

T-783
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INDIVIDUALS
IND109 – Dawson G. Alsdorf (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
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INDIVIDUALS
IND109 – Dawson G. Alsdorf (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s statements in opposition to the Projects are 
noted. 

IND109-2

T-785
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INDIVIDUALS
IND110 – Eric Jones

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s statement in support of the Projects is noted. IND110-1

Appendix T
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INDIVIDUALS
IND111 – Anne Sousanis

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s statement is correct.  New pipeline would not 
be required in Shiawassee, Genesee, Oakland, Lapeer, Macomb, 
and St. Clair counties.  The description of the Projects was not 
updated in Rover’s Agricultural Impact Mitigation Plan.  
However, an updated and accurate description of the Projects is 
provided in section 2.0 of the EIS. 

IND111-1

See the response to comment FA4-36 regarding migratory birds. IND111-2

See the response to comment IND54-8 regarding benefits of the 
Projects. 

IND111-3

T-787
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INDIVIDUALS
IND111 – Anne Sousanis (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment CO19-4 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing. 

IND111-4

The commentor’s request to deny the Projects is noted.  See the 
response to comment LA3-1 regarding safety.  As stated in 
section 4.9.4.1 of the EIS, Rover would repair any roads 
damaged by the pipeline Project.  See also the response to 
comment CO9-1 regarding mitigation and monitoring for 
agricultural land. 

IND111-5

Appendix T
T-788



INDIVIDUALS
IND112 – Don Daniel

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s concern for loss of deer habitat and the impact 
on hunting are noted.  A detailed discussion of the Project’s 
impacts on wildlife can be found in section 4.6.1 of this EIS.

IND112-1

T-789
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INDIVIDUALS
IND112 – Don Daniel (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s statements regarding eminent domain and 
export of gas to Canada are noted.

IND112-3

For a discussion of impacts on hunting see our response to 
comment IND112-1.  For a discussion of landowner 
compensation see our response to comment CO11-1.

IND112-2

For a discussion of landowner compensation see our response to 
comment CO11-1.

IND112-4

Appendix T
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INDIVIDUALS
IND113 – Mark and Kelley Otte

Individuals Comments

Our analysis and conclusions regarding the requested reroute are 
presented in table 3.4.3-3 of the EIS. Based on our analysis, we 
determined that the proposed route is acceptable and we are not 
recommending a reroute through this parcel.

IND113-1

T-791
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INDIVIDUALS
IND113 – Mark and Kelley Otte (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
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INDIVIDUALS
IND114 – Marvin Henricks

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s statements regarding previous experience with 
pipelines and pipeline companies is noted.  We do not require 
pipeline companies to provide heavy equipment crossings at 
regular intervals along the pipeline for landowners.  However, if 
a landowner’s current or future property use includes the use of 
heavy equipment (logging or heavy farming equipment), 
easement negotiations could include the identification and 
construction of suitable equipment crossings designed to 
facilitate existing uses and to protect the pipeline.  In general, 
most farm equipment would be able to cross the pipeline right-of-
way without the need for a heavy equipment crossing.  See also 
the response to comment CO11-1 regarding easement 
negotiations. 

IND114-1

T-793
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INDIVIDUALS
IND114 – Mary and Janet Henricks (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
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INDIVIDUALS
IND114 – Mary and Janet Henricks (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-795
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INDIVIDUALS
IND114 – Mary and Janet Henricks (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
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INDIVIDUALS
IND115 – Dorothy Veeder

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s statements regarding the Nexus Gas 
Transmission Project are noted.  The Nexus Gas Transmission 
Project is discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS (cumulative 
impacts).  FERC staff issued a draft EIS for the Nexus Gas 
Transmission Project on July 8, 2016 which contains a detailed 
evaluation of the impacts of that project (see Docket No. CP16-
22-000). 

IND115-1

See the response to comment IND115-1 regarding the Nexus Gas 
Transmission Project. 

IND115-2

See the response to comment IND115-1 regarding the Nexus Gas 
Transmission Project.

IND115-3

Section 4.12.2 of the EIS provides a discussion of noise impacts 
and proposed mitigation measures.  As stated in section 4.11.2.3 
of the EIS, we conclude that proposed projects would not result 
in significant noise impacts on residents and the surrounding 
communities.

IND115-4

See the response to comment CO16-4 regarding water wells 
within 150 feet of the Project.  See the response to comment 
SA5-2 regarding the Maumee River. 

IND115-5

T-797
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INDIVIDUALS
IND116 – Virginia Maturen

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment LA3-1 regarding safety.  See the 
response to comment CO15-2 regarding the no-action alternative 
and renewable energy.

IND116-1

The commentor’s statement regarding the need to upgrade older 
existing pipelines is noted.  However, that is not the purpose of 
the Projects (nor does it fall under the jurisdiction of the FERC) 
and therefore not evaluated within this EIS. 

IND116-2

The commentor’s statements regarding stress and nature are 
noted.  See the response to comment FA4-34 regarding impacts 
on wetlands.  See the response to comment FA4-38 regarding 
tree clearing. 

IND116-3

Appendix T
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INDIVIDUALS
IND116 – Virginia Maturen (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

See the response to comment CO15-2 regarding the no-action 
alternative and renewable energy.  The commentor’s request to 
deny the Project is noted. 

IND116-4

T-799
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INDIVIDUALS
IND117 – Douglas E. and Mary Jane Palmer

Individuals Comments

The currently proposed route does not cross the referenced 
parcel.  The parcel is about 1.5 miles from the Mainline 
Compressor Station 2. 

IND117-1

The commentors’ referenced address has been added to the 
mailing list.

IND117-2

Appendix T
T-800



INDIVIDUALS
IND118 – – Douglas E. and Mary Jane Palmer

Individuals Comments

Based on the address provided we believe the comment was 
written by Douglas E. and Mary Jane Palmer.  See the response 
to comment IND117-1 regarding the commentors’ parcel.

IND118-1

See the response to comment IND117-2.IND118-2
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INDIVIDUALS
IND119 – Karsein Campbell (form letter)

Individuals Comments

This comment was one of 87 form letters that were submitted 
together.  The commentors’ support of the Project is noted.

IND119-1

Appendix T
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INDIVIDUALS
IND120 – Jack Wulser

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s statements regarding previously completed 
work on a different FERC regulated pipeline are noted.  
Landowners, municipal governments, and other affected parties 
should contact the pipeline company directly for any issues 
encountered during or after construction.  Section 5.0 of the EIS 
contains our recommendation that the applicants file regular 
status reports reporting landowner complaints and complaint 
resolution status.  If the affected party concludes that their 
concerns have not been adequately resolved by the company, 
they may contact the FERC’s helpline via our Dispute Resolution 
Service at 1-877-337-2237 for assistance.  A landowner may use 
this service for any FERC regulated pipeline at any time. 

IND120-1T-803
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INDIVIDUALS
IND120 – Jack Wulser (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
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INDIVIDUALS
IND120 – Jack Wulser (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

T-805
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INDIVIDUALS
IND120 – Jack Wulser (cont’d)

Individuals Comments

Appendix T
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INDIVIDUALS
IND121 – Sarah R. Sherburne (form letter)

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s request to deny the Rover Project is noted.  See 
the response to comment CO3-6 regarding need.  See the 
response to comment CO11-1 regarding eminent domain.  
Impacts on the environment are discussed throughout section 4.0 
of the EIS. 

IND121-1

See the response to comment CO3-6 regarding need.  See the 
response to comment CO15-2 regarding the no-action alternative 
and renewable energy. 

IND121-3

See the response to comment IND55-1 regarding impacts on 
agricultural lands.  See the response to comment IND54-8 
regarding benefits to local communities. 

IND121-2T-807
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INDIVIDUALS
IND122 – Dennis Brennan

Individuals Comments

For a discussion of the Project’s stated purpose and purported 
need see the response to comment CO3-6.

IND122-1

Appendix T
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INDIVIDUALS
IND123 – David Daniel & Jeanne Littlefield Daniel Trust

Individuals Comments

The FERC has conducted its own independent literature review 
on the impacts of natural gas pipelines on property values and we 
do not rely on comments from Rover for our conclusions 
regarding impacts on property values.  The results of our 
literature review are discussed in section 4.9.5 of the EIS.  As 
discussed in section 4.8.2 of the EIS, impacts on individual 
properties are negotiated between Rover and property owners in 
an easement agreement.  An easement agreement between a 
company and a landowner typically specifies compensation for 
losses resulting from construction, including losses of non-
renewable and other resources, damages to property during 
construction, and restrictions on existing uses that would not be 
permitted on the permanent right-of-way.  Compensation would 
be fully determined through negotiations between Rover and the 
landowner.

IND123-1

The commentor’s opposition to the use of eminent domain and to 
the Project is noted.  Should the landowner fail to reach an 
agreement with Rover through negotiations (and if the Project is 
approved), the market value of the easement would be 
determined in the local Federal district court or in the state 
courts.

IND123-2

T-809
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INDIVIDUALS
IND124 – Terrence Lahr

Individuals Comments

The commentor’s statement refuting Rover’s claim regarding the 
location of the driveway compared to the permanent right-of-way 
is noted.  We have reviewed Rover’s alignment sheet for the 
parcel and it appears that the commentor’s road would be located 
within the permanent right-of-way, approximately 15 feet north 
of the pipeline centerline at its entrance point off of Blough
Avenue. 

IND124-1

The commentor’s statement regarding the number of additional 
landowners impacted by the requested reroute is noted. Section 
3.4.3 of the EIS analyzes alternatives on and around this property 
and takes into consideration the impacts of affecting additional 
landowners. 

IND124-2

The presence of the pond is noted, and discussed in our analysis 
on alternatives. 

IND124-4

The commentor’s observations of the ravine are noted.  However, 
designation as a wetland can only be made through proper 
surveys. 

IND124-3
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